The clash between "traditional" and systematic reviews is now at the center of an instigating debate. Two quite recent articles conducting reviews of reviews (Annu Rev Public Health 2006; 27:81-102 and BMC Med Res Methodol 2006; 6:35) question the supposedly unequivocal advantages of systematic over traditional reviews, basically in the following terms: that the former do not necessarily confirm their self-ascribed rigor (almost as if it were an intrinsic attribute of the systematic review process itself ); that on many occasions systematic reviews have lost their critical perspective; and finally that they fail to deal adequately with the gap between evidence and its translation into public policies.
